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REMARKS 

Reconsideration and allowance of the subject application are respectfuljy requested. 

i 

As an initial matter, Applicants pointed out in the last response that since the Examiner 
did not set a shortened statutory period for reply in the official action, no extension of] time fee 
was due. Nevertheless, an extension of time fee was wrongly charged by the USPTO for this 
response. The shortened period must be set by the Examiner. Otherwise, Applicants |are entitled 
to the full six month statutory response period. Applicants request a refund. 

Claims 1-30 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 as allegedly being directed to non- 
statutory subject matter. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Notwithstanding Applicants having amended claim 21 in accordance with the Examiner's 
suggestions, the Examiner maintains the non-statutory subject matter rejection of that claim. 
Claim 21 recites: "A computer program product embodied on a computer-readable njedium and 

comprising code that when executed controls a computer to simulate data processing operations 

! 

performed by a data processing apparatus." The claim is directed to tangible and useiul thing — a 
computer program product. The modern world uses or relies computer program products every 
day. Its tangibility is concretely recited as being embodied on a computer-reaciable m edium, 
The concrete and tangible embodiment is clearly evident in the language "code that vfhen 
executed controls a computer to simulate data processing operations performed by a data 
processing apparatus," Every requirement of the State Street analysis is met {The Ex aminer is 
requested to explain exactly how claim 21 is being j interpreted as not useful and not jroviding a 
concrete and tangible result. Simply alleging that the claim is an arrangement of software is not 
understood given that the claim clearly recites specific functions performed by computer code 
stored on a computer readable medium and executable by a computer to perform those functions, 
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The rejection of claims 1 and 1 1 is also not understood. Claim 1 recite^ an apparatus — 

! 

not software. Claim 1 1 recites a method—also not software. How are the claimed da^a 
processing apparatus including multiple control processing elements and shared data ijnemory 
simply "an arrangement of software lacking tangible embodiment"? Logically! tow Jre the 
dependent claims, which are not rejected,. statutorily different from the independent claims? Nor 
has the Examiner suggested how the claims could b:e amended in the Examiner's opinion to 
recite statutory subject matter. 

All claims are statutory under the standard airticulated by the Federal Circuit t 
Street Bank and in view of the recently^ ssued decision Ex parte Lundgren which eliminated 
Patent Office policy of rejecting patent applications under 35 U.S.C. §101 as b^ing oiitside 

i 

''technological arts." The independent claims recite entities, which can be implemented 
hardware or software to control a data processing apparatus to provide a new, liisefid, 
and tangible result. The Examiner has improperly ignored the data processing apparajtus 
in the claims. Under the Examiner's reasoning, thousands of presumed-valid U.S. parents 
by the USPTO since State Street would be invalid ^s reciting non-statutory subject 

i 

clearly is not the case. ] 

i 

Claims 1,11, and 21 are directed to simulating data processing operation systems 
of verifying or testing the design of those data processing systems. Indeed, system 
(SoC) designs which integrate a large number of functional elements on a single intej [rated 
circuit require significant amounts of validation and testing before the designs can be reliably 

released for manufacture. This validation and testihg requirement is a bottleneck in getting new 

i 
i 

systems into the market place. The apparatus and method recited in claims 1 ^nd 11, 
respectively, improve the efficiency and effectiveness of such validation and testing designs-a 
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highly useful, concrete, and tangible result. Whether implemented by hardware or by 
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running on hardware is irrelevant to the fact that the elements in claims 1 and 1 



1 prod ace a 



useful, concrete, and tangible result. AT&T v. Excel Communications, Inc., 17|t F3d 1352 (Fed. 

Cir. 1999). Withdrawal of the rejections under 35 U.S,C. §101 is respectfully jequestsd, 

I 

All claims 1-30 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 as being anticipatefd by Lj.S 
Patent 6,678,645 to Rajsuman et al. This rejection is respectfiilly traversed. 

To establish that a claim is anticipated, the Examiner must point out wtpre eai(;h and 
every limitation in the claim is found in a single prior art reference. Scripps Clpnic &\Research 
Found, v. Genentec, Inc., 927 F,2d 1565 (Fed. Cir. 1991). Every limitation contained in the 
claims must be present in the reference, and if even one limitation is missing from the reference, 
then it does not anticipate the claim. Kloster Speedsteel AB v. Crucible, Inc., 7[93 F.2|l 1565 
(Fed Cir. 1986). Rajsuman fails to satisfy this rigorous standard 

In Rajsuman, a software application is broken up into multiple sub-tas^s scheduled and 
assigned to different verification units, which the Examiner contends are counterpart^ of the 
claimed signal interface controllers. Rajsuman discloses a control central processing [unit (CPU), 
an arbitration unit, and a synchronization clock unit that allow data transfer from a mi lin system 
CPU 62 to the control the CPUs of the individual verification units. See Figure 9 or 

Rajsuman lacks a shared memory storing data from one signal interface controller (a 
verification unit (VU) in Rajsuman) that is readable by another signal interface controller 
(another verification unit (VU) in Rajsuman), as recited in the independent claims. > c 
Examiner explain how memory in the main CPU 6j2 is the claimed shared memory. Column 12, 
lines 29-33 and column 8,lines 2-5 disclose that su^-tasks determined from ap plication test 
vector; are distributed by the main CPU 62 to the CPUs 67 of the corresponding VU^ using a bus 

11 
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arbitration poll unit 76 and synchronization unit 75. Based on the sub-task assignments 
CPUs 67 apply event-based vectors to their respective individual core and collect 
their corresponding core. The responses from the VU CPUS are passed to the main dPU 
using the bus arbitration poll unit 76 and synchronisation unit 75. No shared memory 
described in this text or anywhere else in Rajsuman used by VUs to share infoifmatior 
VUs. The VUs do not communicate response information with each other via 
in the CPU 62. 

The present application explains the benefits of using the shared memory, whi|ch 
non-lirniting example embodiment is referred to as a scoreboard The Examiner 
directed to Figure 5 and the explanatory text on page 9, lines 14-27. This 
approach allows a signal interface controller to provide feedback, such as trace 
error messages and observed responses which can be read by other signal 
then respond to that data. Such a feedback via the shared data memory could, 
used to. allow one signal interface controller to record the data value it had 
hardware simulation and then allow another signal interface controller to read 
value and check that the response observed by that-other signal interface 
data value that had previously been applied. This is a valuable and 
for point-to-point validation testing operations. 

Because Rajsuman fails to teach every claim feature recited in the im 
the anticipation rejection should be withdrawn. The application is in conditio^ 
An early notice to that effect is requested. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
NIXON & VANDERHYE P.Cl 



By: 




t. Lastova 
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